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A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to communications: RCE and amendment filed on 10/29/07 to 
application filed on 01/03/2002. 

2. Claims 1 and 6 are amended. 

3. Claims 1-10 are pending in the case. Claims 1 and 6 are independent claims. 

4. All rejections in the previous office action have been withdrawn as necessitated by the 
amendment. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

(b) This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the claims under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various claims was commonly owned at the 
time any inventions covered therein were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the 
obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly 
owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 
U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 



6. Claims 1-2, 5-7, 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Upton et al., US 2003/0105884 Al, provisional filed 10/2001, in view of Radtke et al., 
US 2002/0113810 Al, filed 12/22/2000, Jeffries et al., US 6,094,529, filed 12/1996 as supplied 
by the Applicants in IDS filed 01/03/2002, and "Instant HTML", Homer et ah, copyright 
1997, pages 88-101. 
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Regarding independent claim 1, Upton teaches the steps of: 

- detecting in a form-based submit, at least one validation error based upon a value 
provided through an input-element in a markup specified form (Upton, col. 5, 
paragraph 62; user fill-out data and submits an html form, validating data in 
submitted form to detect invalid data); 

- inserting a row in said markup specified form in a position which is proximate to said 
input element (Upton, col. 5, paragraph 62, redisplaying the form with error message 
next to each erroneous field. This inherently disclose inserting a text row next to 
erroneous field in the html form); 

- selecting error text corresponding to said validation error and inserting said selected 
error text in said row (Upton, col. 5, paragraph 62, redisplaying the form with error 
message next to each erroneous field); and 

serving said markup specified form in a response to said form-based submit (Upton, 
col. 5, paragraph 62). 

Upton does not explicitly disclose that said row having a background color which differs 
from other colors which a visible in proximity to said inserted row; inserting an anchor tag in 
said markup specified form in a position which is proximate to said input element; and in a 
response to said form-based submit, said response referring said anchor tag; generating an error 
code specific to the error type of the validation error; comparing the error code to an index of a 
plurality of error codes, the index including a corresponding error text, respectively, for each of 
the plurality of error codes. 
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Radtke teaches generating an error code specific to the error type of the validation error; 
comparing the error code to an index of a plurality of error codes, the index including a 
corresponding error text, respectively, for each of the plurality of error codes (Radtke, [0021]- 
[0022]; TABLE 1; using Boolean logic to provide appropriate error text message among multiple 
error text messages in a table according to the error type). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have combined Radtke's teaching and Upton's teaching to provide 
appropriate error text message according to the type of error, since the combination would have 
provided the user with helpful information for correcting the erroneous input. 

Jeffries teaches text of error message is highlighted, such as by underlining, changing the 
background color to provide a visual indicator (Jeffries, col. 3, lines 33-36 and col. 5, lines 24-33). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have combined Jeffries' visual indicator in error message into Upton's 
error message in html form to insert error text message having a background color which differs 
from other colors which a visible in proximity to said insert error text, since this would have 
provided a visual indicator for the user to focus on erroneous field in the html form. It is also 
noted that highlighting error data or error text field in an html form as a visual indicator for the 
user re-entries the data was well known in the art at the time the invention was made. 

Homer teaches including an anchor within a page so that, when we load the page, that 
part of the document is automatically scrolled into view (Homer, page 88, "Anchors Within A 
Page" section; placing the anchor tag with name "dalmation" in section Dalmatians to directly 
scroll to that section when the page dog.html is loaded). 
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It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have combined Homer's teaching into Upton's redisplay form to insert an 
anchor tag in the html form in a position which is proximate to said input element, since this 
would have allowed when the user submit the html form, error part of the html form is 
automatically scrolled into view Homer's disclosed above for the user enter a correct data as. 
This would have facilitated the user to re-enter the data when the error field is directly provided. 

Regarding claim 2, which is dependent on claim 1, Upton does not explicitly disclose 
inserting an error image adjacent to said input-element. 

Jeffries teaches insert a glyph near highlighting text error message to provide a visual 
indicator (Jeffries, col. 3, lines 33-36 and col. 5, lines 24-33). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have combined Jeffries' glyph visual indicator in error message into 
Upton's error message in html form to insert a image/glyph near the error text message, since 
this would have provided a visual indicator for the user to focus on erroneous field in the html 
form. 

Regarding claim 5, which is dependent on claim 4. Refer to the rationale relied to reject 
claim 1, Upton, Jefferies and Homer teach inserting an anchor tag in said markup specified form 
in a position which is proximate to said input element. Homer also teaches the anchor tag place 
before the section to be automatically displayed (Homer, page 97, "Using Anchors in Your 
Pages" section). 
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It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have combined Homer's teaching into Upton's redisplay form to insert an 
anchor tag in the html form in a position which is proximate but before to said input element, 
since placing the anchor tag before the error section would have allowed the error part of the 
html form is automatically scrolled into view as Homer's disclosed above for the user enter a 
correct data as. This would have facilitated the user to re-enter the data when the error field is 
directly provided. 

Claims 6-7 and 10 are for a computer readable medium performing the method of claims 
1-2 and 5, respectively and are rejected under the same rationale. 

7. Claims 3-4, 8-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Upton in view of Radtke, Jeffries and Homer as applied to claims 1 and 6 above, and 
further in view of Hartman , US 6,615,226 Bl, filed 09/1997. 

Regarding claim 3, which is dependent on claim 1, Upton, Jefferies and Homer teaches 
display error message proximate to said input element (error field) as explained above. 
However, Upton does not explicitly disclose determining whether said markup specified form 
contained multiple views, one of said multiple view containing said input-element and if it is 
determined that said markup specified form contains multiple views, identifying said one of said 
multiple views and setting said identified one of said multiple views to a visible status 

Hartman teaches a markup specified form contained multiple views, one of said multiple 
view containing said input-element (error field) (Hartman, col. 9, lines 38-59). 
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It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have combined Hartman's teaching and Upton to includes the steps of 
determining said markup specified form contains multiple views, identifying said one of said 
multiple views and setting said identified one of said multiple views to a visible status, since this 
would have allowed error message to be displayed proximity to error field in both simple or/and 
complex form which contains multiple view to inform error for the user re-entries, since 

Regarding claim 4, which is dependent on claim 1, Upton, Jefferies and Homer teaches 
inserting an error message row in said markup specified form in a position which is proximate to 
said input element, said error message row having a background color which differs from other 
colors which are visible in proximity to said inserted row in claim 1 above. Upton does not 
explicitly disclose that said position is proximate to but below said input element. 

Hartman teaches displaying error message in close proximity but below said input 
element (Hartman, col.9, lines 55-59). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have combined Hartman and Upton to provide the error message on many 
different position proximate to the error input element to inform the user of error, since below 
or/and next is one form of proximate position. 

Claims 8-9 are for a computer readable medium performing the method of claims 3-4, 
respectively and are rejected under the same rationale. 
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8. Claims 1-2, 5-7, 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Upton et al., US 2003/0105884 Al, provisional filed 10/2001, in view of Burkett et al., 
US 6,635,089, filed 01/13/1999, Jeffries et al., US 6,094,529, filed 12/1996 as supplied by the 
Applicants in IDS filed 01/03/2002, and "Instant HTML", Homer et al., copyright 1997, 
pages 88-101. 

Regarding independent claim 1, Upton teaches the steps of: 

- detecting in a form-based submit, at least one validation error based upon a value 
provided through an input-element in a markup specified form (Upton, col. 5, 
paragraph 62; user fill-out data and submits an html form, validating data in 
submitted form to detect invalid data); 

- inserting a row in said markup specified form in a position which is proximate to said 
input element (Upton, col. 5, paragraph 62, redisplaying the form with error message 
next to each erroneous field. This inherently disclose inserting a text row next to 
erroneous field in the html form); 

- selecting error text corresponding to said validation error and inserting said selected 
error text in said row (Upton, col.5, paragraph 62, redisplaying the form with error 
message next to each erroneous field); and 

- serving said markup specified form in a response to said form-based submit (Upton, 
col.5, paragraph 62). 

Upton does not explicitly disclose that said row having a background color which differs 
from other colors which a visible in proximity to said inserted row; inserting an anchor tag in 
said markup specified form in a position which is proximate to said input element; and in a 
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response to said form-based submit, said response referring said anchor tag; generating an error 
code specific to the error type of the validation error; comparing the error code to an index of a 
plurality of error codes, the index including a corresponding error text, respectively, for each of 
the plurality of error codes. 

Burkett teaches generating an error code specific to the error type of the validation error; 
comparing the error code to an index of a plurality of error codes, the index including a 
corresponding error text, respectively, for each of the plurality of error codes (Burkett, col. 17, 
lines 42-50; "an error message identifier is used to select an appropriate in message index). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have combined Burkett' s teaching and Upton's teaching to provide 
appropriate error text message according to the type of error, since the combination would have 
provided the user with helpful information for correcting the erroneous input. 

Jeffries teaches text of error message is highlighted, such as by underlining, changing the 
background color to provide a visual indicator (Jeffries, col.3, lines 33-36 and col. 5, lines 24-33). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have combined Jeffries' visual indicator in error message into Upton's 
error message in html form to insert error text message having a background color which differs 
from other colors which a visible in proximity to said insert error text, since this would have 
provided a visual indicator for the user to focus on erroneous field in the html form. It is also 
noted that highlighting error data or error text field in an html form as a visual indicator for the 
user re-entries the data was well known in the art at the time the invention was made. 
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Homer teaches including an anchor within a page so that, when we load the page, that 
part of the document is automatically scrolled into view (Homer, page 88, "Anchors Within A 
Page" section; placing the anchor tag with name "dalmation" in section Dalmatians to directly 
scroll to that section when the page dog.html is loaded). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have combined Homer's teaching into Upton's redisplay form to insert an 
anchor tag in the html form in a position which is proximate to said input element, since this 
would have allowed when the user submit the html form, error part of the html form is 
automatically scrolled into view Homer's disclosed above for the user enter a correct data as. 
This would have facilitated the user to re-enter the data when the error field is directly provided. 

Regarding claim 2, which is dependent on claim 1, Upton does not explicitly disclose 
inserting an error image adjacent to said input-element. 

Jeffries teaches insert a glyph near highlighting text error message to provide a visual 
indicator (Jeffries, col. 3, lines 33-36 and col. 5, lines 24-33). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have combined Jeffries' glyph visual indicator in error message into 
Upton's error message in html form to insert a image/glyph near the error text message, since 
this would have provided a visual indicator for the user to focus on erroneous field in the html 
form. 
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Regarding claim 5, which is dependent on claim 4. Refer to the rationale relied to reject 
claim 1, Upton, Jefferies and Homer teach inserting an anchor tag in said markup specified form 
in a position which is proximate to said input element. Homer also teaches the anchor tag place 
before the section to be automatically displayed (Homer, page 97, "Using Anchors in Your 
Pages" section). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have combined Homer's teaching into Upton's redisplay form to insert an 
anchor tag in the html form in a position which is proximate but before to said input element, 
since placing the anchor tag before the error section would have allowed the error part of the 
html form is automatically scrolled into view as Homer's disclosed above for the user enter a 
correct data as. This would have facilitated the user to re-enter the data when the error field is 
directly provided. 

Claims 6-7 and 10 are for a computer readable medium performing the method of claims 
1-2 and 5, respectively and are rejected under the same rationale. 

9. Claims 3-4, 8-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Upton in view of Burkett, Jeffries and Homer as applied to claims 1 and 6 above, and 
further in view of Hartman , US 6,615,226 Bl, filed 09/1997. 

Regarding claim 3, which is dependent on claim 1, Upton, Jefferies and Homer teaches 
display error message proximate to said input element (error field) as explained above. 
However, Upton does not explicitly disclose determining whether said markup specified form 
contained multiple views, one of said multiple view containing said input-element and if it is 
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determined that said markup specified form contains multiple views, identifying said one of said 
multiple views and setting said identified one of said multiple views to a visible status 

Hartman teaches a markup specified form contained multiple views, one of said multiple 
view containing said input-element (error field) (Hartman, col. 9, lines 38-59). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have combined Hartman' s teaching and Upton to includes the steps of 
determining said markup specified form contains multiple views, identifying said one of said 
multiple views and setting said identified one of said multiple views to a visible status, since this 
would have allowed error message to be displayed proximity to error field in both simple or/and 
complex form which contains multiple view to inform error for the user re-entries, since 

Regarding claim 4, which is dependent on claim 1, Upton, Jefferies and Homer teaches 
inserting an error message row in said markup specified form in a position which is proximate to 
said input element, said error message row having a background color which differs from other 
colors which are visible in proximity to said inserted row in claim 1 above. Upton does not 
explicitly disclose that said position is proximate to but below said input element. 

Hartman teaches displaying error message in close proximity but below said input 
element (Hartman, col. 9, lines 55-59). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have combined Hartman and Upton to provide the error message on many 
different position proximate to the error input element to inform the user of error, since below 
or/and next is one form of proximate position. 
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Claims 8-9 are for a computer readable medium performing the method of claims 3-4, 
respectively and are rejected under the same rationale. 

Response to Arguments 

1 0. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-10 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Applicants argue that Upton does not teaches generating an error code and the claim 
invention directed to selecting the error message based upon an error code, which is based upon 
the error type of the validation error (Remarks, page 7). 

However, Radtke and/or Burkett teach such limitation as explained in the rejection above. 

Conclusion 

1 1 . The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

French et al., US 6,826,591 B2, filed 12/15/2000, teaches determining appropriate 
translated text message using message ID. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Thu V. Huynh whose telephone number is (571) 272-4126. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Friday. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stephen S. Hong can be reached on (571) 272-4124. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




Thu V. Huynh 
January 19, 2008 



